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criticism of property, but upon a criticism of privilege.
It effected sweeping social changes without any
conscious purpose, which in modern economic ter-
minology would be called socialistic. Tithes were
taken from the pockets of the priests and put into the
pockets of the landlords ; peasant properties were
created and extended; and the ground was cleared
for the untrammelled play of free competition. These
changes went very far, but had no tendency to promote
communism or to weaken the principle of private
property in the country. On the contrary, inasmuch
as the Revolution increased the^number of landowners,
it fortified the economic interests which were connected
with the defence of private property in land. It did
not scruple to attack monopoly, than which Socialism
has no firmer ally, or to establish a peasant proprietary,
than which Socialism has no more deadly enemy. So
far as economic legislation went, its ideal was freedom.
Men could take what trade they like, sell in the dearest
and buy in the cheapest market, and follow their
interest to the top of their bent. Factory life was in
its infancy, and there were no factory laws. Trade
unions and strikes were forbidden, for the idea of an
economic combination was suspect as savouriig of
those guild monopolies which, in pursuance of the'xmost
enlightened doctrine of the time, had been condemned
as inconsistent with the stainless canon of human
liberty. The problem of poverty still remained un-
solved. With the growth of machinery and the con-
centration of capital, it developed features of which the
men of the Revolution had not dreamt, and for which
the Codes of the Revolution had made no provision.
It was all very well to secure freedom of contract, but in
what sense was a contract free, when the parties to it